ED 123 873

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION

- PUB DATE
NOTE

EDRS PRICE °

DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

RS AR
4 . /- . ‘

-

DOCUMENT RESUME .
PL 006 679

Cancino, Herlinda; And Others
Testing Hypotheses about Second Language Acquisitdion:

" mhe Copula and Nagative im Three Subjects. Working.

Papers on Bilingualism, ¥o. 3. .

Ontario Inst. for Studies in Education, Toronto.
Bilingual Eddcation Project. '

Jun 74 .
18p.; For r=lated docuemnts, see FL 006 676, FL 006
677, FL CC06 678

. MF-$0.83 EC-%$1.67 Plus Postage.

*Bilirgualisg; English (Second Language); Error
Patterns; *Interference (Language Learning); Language
Development; *Learning Processes; *Learning Theories;
Linguistic Competence; Negative Forms (Language);
*Psycholinguistics; *Secord Language Learnings;-
Spanish Speaking s ]

Copula (Language); *Interlanguage; *L1 L2 Hypothesis;
Language Learners Systenms

Thtee”hypotheses are examined in relation to English

copula and negative utterances produced by three native Spanish
speakers. The hypotlheses are interference, interlanguagde and L1=L2,

which states that acquisition of a language by second language
learners will parallel acquisitom of the same language by first
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language learpers. The results of the study are as follows: (i) In
*he copula construction, utterances such as "Is a book" pfbbably
represent interlingual identifications of the English "it's" and the
Spanish "es." They do not appear to be produced by interference from
‘the Spanish syntactic device of.subject omission. (B) The acquisition
sequence of the Englisl negative by the subjects does not correspond
to the “stages" deséribed by Klima and Bellugi for, children acquiring
.English as a native language. This result tends to disconfirm a
strong version of the L2 = L1 hypothesis which would claim that the
hcquisition order in both the first and second langaage should be the
same. (C) It is difficult to say whether acquisition of the negative
by the subjects is systematic’and developmental because these
concepts are not clearly defined in any versions of the interlanguage
hypothesis. (D) Two of the subjects evince different strategies in
acquiring the negative. (Author/DB) E
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Testing Hypotheces about Second Language fcquisitions:

the Copula and Hegative'in Three Subjects*

Herlinda Cancino, Ellen J. Rosaunsky, John H. Schurann
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In our research at the EHarvard Graduatq School of Education

ve are exemining the natural, untutored acquisition of English

* by 6 netive Spanish speakers:

2 children age 4-6, 2 adolescents

age 11 and 12, and 2 adult subjects whom ve visit twice monthly

/ T
for an hHour. All of the subjects had been in this countiry

less than 3 months when ve began. The data is collected in

three ways:

1. Spontaneous syeech recording in which the experimenter

engages the subject in conversation.

-, s

2. Experimental elicitafions in which the subject is

asked to do such fthings as imitate oxr negate a model utterance.

3. Pre-planned socio-linguistic interaction in which sub-

Jects are teken to parties, restaurants, museums, sports events,

etc. in order to collect(speech ih’varied natural situations.

All of the data is taped. In addition -to the investigator,

& bllingual transcriber is always péeseﬁ@) taking notes. The

transcribers then transcribe (and where necessary, translate)

the entire tape in e standard format along the lines suggested

in the Slobin Manual,

*paper presented at the 1974 TESOL Conference.
reported here was supported by Grant

The research
NE~G~00~3-0014 from the

National Institute of Education, Department of Health, Education

& Welfare to Courtney B, Cazden.

However, the cpinions expressed

_herein do not necessarily reflect the pogition or policy of the
National Institute of. Education, and the official endorsement
by the National Institute of Education should be inferred.
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Fok purposes of this discussion we will be concerned with

one subject from each age group: A’(an adult male), J (an
acolescent male), and M (a female chi]d). The data~to wnich we '
refer repré'ents approximately the first 3 months of a 10 month
study. “ i ‘

in address the problem of how to analyze second language
acquisition data, we have chosen to look at the speech of our
subjects in terms of hypotheses that have been proposed to
account for second language learning. Specifically, we have
analyned our subjééts acquisition of cdpula (forms of be) and
negative for evidenhe to support or contradict three “theoretical
orientations: the. interference hypothesis, the L2 = IiJh§pctheSis
and the interlanguage hypothesis. .

The interference hypothesis maintains that when a learner
attempts to-acquire a second language, he will make errors in
the target language wirich age,predictable'from his native lan-
guage and caused by prior knowledge of it.. That is, his native
1anguage and its structure will 'interfere' with 1earning the

_ second language. iIf‘interference were occurring with our sub-
jects, we would expect their English speech to reflect features
f Spanish. ' ‘ . ‘ - '

The L1 = L2 hypothesis put forth by Heidi Dulay (1972)

states that the acquisition of a target language by second

- language learners will parallel the acquisition of that same
1aﬁ£uage'by first languege learners. Although phcnological
interference is acceptable, any syntactic interference from

. ]
11 would violate this hypothesis. The L1 = L2 hypothesis
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limits itself to a description of child acquisition and does
not mMake any -claims about adult behavier.

The interlanguage hypothesis proposed by Selinker (1972)
suggests that when one tries to learn L2 after having already
acquired 'meanings' in a native language, tpe utterances which
will be ﬁrgduced will not be identical with‘those produced by .
native speaﬁers of that language, nor will tﬁé& be exact 'trans-
iéﬁions' fronm the native languagel ﬁather, a new, separate
lengucge system will develop, a sjstem of interlinguzl for;s.
Oﬁe version of this hypothesis (Nemser 1971) proposes that the
'learngﬁ language'! wili not only be syétematic but will also

evolve in successive acquisitional stages from initial through

r'e

advanced learning.

COPULA
The utterances in which our 3 subjects use copulas fall

into 3 patterns:

Is X .
NP Cop ¥ N
_— NP O X
—— ' ~In o UCLA Master's thesis, Bubtervorth (1973), a student of

Evelyh Hatch's, found these same three patterns in a three month
B 3 . J—

study of a Spanish spcaking adolescent.

.

The first construction, Is X, may provide evidence of some

kind of interference from Spanish where, given a clear context,

the subject NP need not be expressed. The subject is not

entirel& tabsent' as it is also expressed in the verb inflection.

So, for example, we could have"Es natural, ks el almuerzo", etcees

L
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Thus our subjeqﬁg maykﬁell be following the Spanish convention
of omitting redundant subject NP's. With our adolescent, 3, o
this construcfion comprises about 50% of his copula utteranc;;
for the first 3 months, for A, 32% end for M, 22%.
Another explanat;on for this construction is also possible.
A large percent of our subjects' Is X constructions gould also -
" be renderec It's X in English: |
1.) 62% of A's Is X utterancese could be glossed It's X.

o

The remaining 8% of the utterances cen be accounted for by he

" and they as subjects.

At Is me, no? [ =It's me, no?J -
Is North American. [=He is North Americag] -

2,) In J's case 78% of the Is X sentences represent 1t's X.
The remaining 22% of the utterances appear to have he, she, there -
:or they as sﬁbjects.
| s good. [=It's gooi}

0 .
Is tne sister of my friend. [=She is the sister
‘ ) of my friend]

Js

:

3.) -18% of M's Is X constructions can also ve assumed to

be It's X. Her exéeptions include hg, she and they as subjects.

S " M: 15 the house. _ (=It's the house} .
. Is Shirley Temple. [=She's Shirley Temple)

. In Spanish, as we have noted, It's X would be expressed as
Es X, leading one to speculate that the phonological’éimilarity
and grammatiCal similarity~(both as introducers of,equayional

constructions) might lead to an interlingual identificaéion of
\ &

£

"the form:

(English) It's . ‘
e - ;:::>_(Spanish/English)lg
(spanish) Es " ‘

5 | S
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» Further evidence for this are several occasions where the

subjects reduccd it's to It is to is in an imitation task.

A:s It's raining Tape 4 .
Is raining
M: It is my automobile - Tape 6

Is my autoriobile

Other evidence for phonological interference comes from

spontancous expressions of M: /Iss/ thz house, as well as from
M L .

-

imitztion task sentences:

Ms It is my automobile Tape 3
/Iss/ ry subomobile

i v _ . L - -‘,f .
To further explore whether the Is_X construction is a product
of subject NP omission caused by interference from Spanish or

wvnether it constitutes a simple phonological reduction of the
e .
T¢'s X form, we asked A and J to make judgements about the accep-

&

tability of Is X utterances. For example,

E: Tell me if these sentences are correct.
Is MY FRIEND.

53 . No. >
E: How would you fix it? "

—— - ——— e e e e it e imt = oo e e et e S et e e v e i

. S: He is mv friend.

J rejected &ll Is X sentences offered by the exper?menter.
Vhen the approﬁriate subject,mgf he ‘or she, he correéteﬁ the
sentence accordingly. When given & sentence like Is a book, he
corrected it by giving back the same form: "Is g book." A
corrected ig_z sentences where the appropriate shbject was he

oi she, but accepted rentences where the subjec? could be rendepqu7_v

it. ©So in terms of the interference vs. the L2 = Ll hypotheses,

the observed Subject NP absence does not bear heavily against
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the L2 = L1 hypothesis, since within that framework phonologlcal
< K interference can be tolerated. Nevertheless we strll must
account for our subjects' constructions in which the subgect
NP does appear to have been dropped. Quite possibly we have at

least some transfer from Spanish.

NEGATIVE ?
Yegatives are the second grammatical feature we examined.
/ ‘ iﬂey are a particularly produetive source of information for '
the féllowing reasons: : ‘ .
1. Negative is a universal concept expressed in all‘laﬁéuages.
2. Negetive is fairly complex in English having both a . «
negative marker and the auxiliary. .
3, The negative has been treated extensivef} iﬂ the first

1anéuage acquisition literature.

A S S S S

Our analysis of the negative is currently limited to proposifl"

tion negating utterances; by this we mean the negafion of the

main verb within an utterance:

e At You -no--understand. - - ’ - i
d: They don't like. ,
M: You don't speak Spanish.

Thus we are concérneé wiéh the negative particle and its relation
te the auxiliary system. For this analysis we will net consider
the indefinlte and 1ndeterminate forms of the negatlve.’

In well formed English, the negative particli\appears most

simply in conjunction with the auxiliary. Where no modal

T auxiliary (will, can, ﬁayg‘musﬁ;“bdﬁld; etc.) appears, the seman-

‘ %ically empty 'do' is inserted prior to the negative particle.

i

Q cs
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N . . . |
|

The development of the auxiliary 'do' is a mést revealing

vhenomenon - particularly as it only marks tense.,
In general for our subjects, %he negation of propositions
is not a frequeat phenomenon, althoﬁgh there is a heavy rellance

.on a few specific utterances as "I don't know" and "I don't

think so." These "utterances occur at the earliest interviews .

and appear to be learned ‘chunks' which serve the function of

-

indicating either no knowledge‘of word or phrase in English, or
- J - -

the desire not to proceed in answering a,questibn., In addition,

-

in our subje:zts' speech there is frequent use-of the anaphoric

v

& 'nof in ashich the negative pa?ticle is- used to negate a prior
utterance and not the proposition in which it is contained. .
For example, the experimenter ‘asks, "Is it your book?", the
response may be- "No, is“my brother", where 'no’ ﬁegétes the
previous gquestion and not the proposition which follows.
‘ Klima and Beliugi (1966) have discussed in depth the
acquisgition of the negétive by children learning English as
. | vtheir native language. They divide the development of the hega—
———~  %ive in%o TFréc-éarly periods: Im the first period e negative ———

ig of the form:

\

s;ceLge 1.

no Nﬁcleus S or Nucleus -~ no .é
not

No singing song
No the sun shining |
No mitten

No heavy _
0 raining - S : -t
No put hand ‘ .

No have one




e

Here the negative element simply appears before or after the

o ) . N\
. _ - 87 -
< v
|

intended sentence. Approx1mately 47% of A's utterances look

lrke they might be "Vo + Nucleus” forms. However, upon closer

examlnatlon we find -that 17% of the utterances are of the form

-2; be omitted since it is incorporated in the verd inflection (e.g.

///‘ No can say it = No puedo decirlo) and therefore would not be

[l k4

ﬁo v whlch follow the Spanlsh pattern where the subject NP _may

“No + Nucleus sentencess

- T .No remember .
N ' ) No gzo. to Lechmere SR
¢ ‘No can say it
No understand ;

Most of the remalnlng 30% appear to be fragments of copula utter—
ances~in which both the it or. there and the copula have been A

omitted: - —

_ No wood- (=It is no%t wood]
Yo Portuguese man (=There are no Portuguese men]

No a woman (=I% is not a woman
Ko necessary (=It is not necessarya

However, some of Klima and Bellugi's No Nucleus utterances might

also be glossed in this way, although they do not.do it them-

- selves. (They provide no glosses):

x>

No mitten(( =It is not a nitben J)
- Yo heavy (L=It is not heavy])

-

Pherefore, the question remains: In these utterances, is A . o,

omitting the subject and copula or is he following a No + Nucleus
etrategy? It is probably best to assume the former because at y

the same time he is using No + Nucleus-like constructions, he,

‘is also using a variety of other negative constructions:

3

-
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. NP _Aux_ Meg V ,
: I 'dan‘t "£0 school -

I don + talk
‘_ In'J* s data thene are four (25%) utterances which resemble
‘ the Ho + Nuclcus pattern, all of “which are of the 'Ho-V! variety

. \
.ond vhich reflect.Spanish word order.

No V T .
No-have more -t ">
No look finish

But J also has other negative patterns and is not limited to the “_

— o ————a e w e

No-V form:

NP Aux Neg V
They don't like
I don't understand

yp g Neg V
I no come for my mother °
Children no have experiencia

The child, M, has oneé utterance resémbling the No + Bucleus

form (¥o bird) but context indicates that this form is a copula
fragment in which both it and is are absent. In addition she
also has nther negative forms:

. WP Aux Neg V. .
You don't speak Spanish -

. He—don't-have—a—hands-— - - ~ : -
NP @ Neg V ’
Carolina no go play
I.no can see

None of Klima and Bellugi's subjects in Stage I had a no + is

construction. Ouf‘subjects all«have;some,examples_pf this form:

" A: Yo is pain is nerves |
d¢ No is big ‘
Ms  No is wed. -

Thus our data doeg not evidence Klima and Bellugi'g iniﬁial

negation strategy because: : y e

\

4

10
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1. Our subjects exhibit pgtterﬁs/othgifthdh the o + Nucleus

- N ' R
- Aot "

form. .

2, The exemples which do resemble that forn can oe.explained_
on other grounds. That is, they appear to be either fragments
of copula constructions or prodﬁcts of subject NP aos%pce.

3. Our subaects have no + is constructions which Klima and
LS

-
#

Bellugi'" subjects do not have. , ’ -

-~

In Klima and Bellugi's second stage of negatlve growth the
subgect's show heavy use of don't, many of these utterances in

the imncrative form, AlsQ ‘present ~re several instances with

didn't, although Klima and Bellugi do not consider these to be -

evidence for tense at this stage, probably because of their .
relatively small number of occurrences. Can't is used falrly

often by their subjects. In addition, the No + Nucleus form

from Stage I is still used. StageII is also characterized by

{

no and not within the sentence, eppearing after the‘subject and

before the verb. ’ ..

Examples of Stage II utterances:

¢

 He not little, he big.
——That -no-Momny .

"Don't bite me. ‘ ) v
Don't leave me. . \
I don't like him. 3 _ 4

We cén't talk. fﬂ o
I can't see you. N

_Klima and Bellugi suggest that the sentences produced durlng the

Second Stage do not presume Jull analysis of the auxiliary verb.
They found auxiliary yerbs in both declaratives and in Yes - No

questions also to0 be absent at this time.

3 »

d : *
‘ 11

WV
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: © The ne"atlve structure/ of our,subjects do not seem to fall

into Klima and Belluﬂl S'St ge IT pattern elther. A uses don't

_reither alone or with gg_ln 21% of his spontaneous propositign

- § PR
. a -

?

. . )
negating uttcrapces. d uses don't in about 19% of such utterances,
and M in about 58% or 7/12 utterances. This reflects a small
__— 'sample *n any event; We have Qne usage of can by M. Several

- don't can utterances appear in A's protocals. There are no

e — B - oy
. A 4 o

. ‘instences of can't /An our protocals.1 SR [

-0 ) Our subjects do not use negatlve in the 1mperat1ve. Thus,
althpavh we find don t in the\:ata,.lt is not aifthe entext‘of :;
imperatlves. As mentloned abo e, Klima and Bellugi o serve +that.
there is also no developnent. of the aux: liary in Yes/No, questions
at this time. Although our subjects also “do not appéar to carry ‘/; -
tense in their ‘do’ utterances, d and M do haye auxi}iarys in

~—~— . some of thelr Ves/ho questions, (J 6/13; M 1/6) '} o

¢ Do you live 1n Boston ' 1
1: Do vou Imiow \nat happened to the bird

Rﬂﬁi

'The 3rd stage .in hllma and Bellugi's development of the
negatlve is the 1st perlod of full realization of the aux1liary
ystcm. It 1s‘ haracterized by 1) Qast tense formJ with several
subjects, 2) present tense with several subjects; apd 3) 3rd
person agreemer Auxiiiary's other than 'de' seem_%o‘hate
developed by this tame (can't, won t, etCeee)e Inm Qtage I

Bellugi has no eV1dence of Q_, in Stage II they. find!be 1imited
\\

\ ’ ) - ‘/

1K1ima and Bellugl s Stage II/aata shows the following dls-
tribution for can't: - -

. | - em'm - Stage II - Co
_ ' Adam  15/113 o o
N . Sarah 9/56 : , ; y
o .. Eve 9/36 « - , ‘
. ERIC " . - 12 g |
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A3

tg tle context of a pronoun subject. In Stage III, be appears

to be fully developed.

Paul can't have one.

No it isn't. : < s
I don't want cover on it.

Pa—I'aidn‘t 1aurh.

=
3

£

With the exception of be which does appear with other than ?ﬂm°"“

f

vsubjectsq our negative data up to this point does not resemble

~this latest Klima and Bellugi stage:

A

. The pronunciation no is good. \,
Children no is here. \

k4

We do not have evidence of tensing or subject agree;Ent; Nor

LY

-

are other auxiliary verbs employed in the negative.
Thus the negative ntterances of none of our subjects fit

into stages one, two or three as defined by Klima and Bellugi.

* In additlon we do not f1nd in any of our subJects a developmental

patterp that corresponds to the one described by Klima and Bellugi.
Although Dulay ard Burt (1972) never claimed that the L2 = Ll
hypothesis predicts the same acquisitlon order for first and '
secon% language learning, e strong version of this hypothesis

would make such a claih. The discussion presented above argues
against maklng afstrohéi;ersion of .the L1 = I2 hypothesis.

The justlfication for compar ing L2 data with acauisitlonal
ssequence in Li 1ies in using that technique to get some notien ' ,
of how the two processes of language development diffex. There—
fore it is essential that ‘12 data also be examined in its own |
terms. 4 ) : i o p - -

BelOW‘We will descrlbe ouxr subjects' elicited negative

utterances and in so doing will attempt to see if they show |

¢

o " 18
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evidence of developmental interlingual systems. That is, we
will examine the negative utterances of each subject to sese
if they form'a s&stem and to see whether this system develops
over time.

oy

The following negating devices are used by A and J in the

order indicated.,

don't V - ’

At Tapes 1 & 3 nov;
Tape 4 no vV ; don't V ; no/don't V
Tape 5 no Vs don't V; no/don't V; not V
Tape 6 . noVs; don't V; not ¥5 do not V N

~

I no remember P
I don't know, don't understand.

He no, not come outside.

I not remember the word.

They do not /vlavz/ chess.

ds Tape 3 ° no V' 2, )
Tape 5 no. v ; don't V- o
Tape 7 don't V o
Tape 8 - don™t V ; doesn't V-« IRRC

The boy no run.
She don't saw him. ¢ )
She doesn't speak.’ . . T

A appears to start off y}th two negating devices, No V; don t-V.

/‘\:

?
He then adds a third device, no/don't V,.that appears to be a

" vacillation between the previous two. Later he picks up a fourth
device not V and in the last t¢pe analyzed he drops the third
device (no/don't V) and adds one more: do not V. Thus A seems
to be gathering English negating devices and using them in free
variation. Eventually-hig task will be'éo refine his collection
of negating devices to conform to English. d's acquisition of
tne negative isg somthat more defined. He begins with one

device, no V, and adds a second, don't V. He then uses both in

free variation. . Next he drops n¢ Y and retains thé’form don't V,

14
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although it is un—fensed and displays no subject agreement.
Pinally in the last tape there is some evidence that hé is
beglnning to dlflerentlate on the ba%gg of number a3 he some-
times uses doesn't V for thlrd person431ngular.

M's negative-development is difficult .to characterize ﬁeéause
in her spontaneous speech for this pericd there are very few

proposition-negating utterances (total of 12). She seems to use
don't V predominantly. There are instances of no V in one of which no

precedes the modal can.

When we atterpt to answer the question of whether or nat
‘our subjects' negatives are systematic we immediately confront
the issue of what is meant. by 'system'. Whiie Corder (1971), }; .
Nemser (1971) and Selinker (1972) claim that the learner's ‘
language will be systematic; théy do not défine"system'. Bruce &
Fraser (personal communication) has pointed out that the learner
language hay be systematic in only a trivial sense. That is, 'if
it were totally random, it would communlcate nothlng. Therefore,
if the.learner is to be understood at all, hls upeech rust have .
gome systematic organization. At the opposite pole, vie might o
éay that the 1earne%7language is systematic only if its features -
are predigctable by grammatical rule. If we épplied this criter-
iBn to our negative data, we could only say that our subjects'
,negafives were systematic if we could predict when each negatlng
device would be(used. We have not been able to makKe such'pre—
dictions, but this may be due to the fact that the subjects'

language is developiﬁg and that one characteristic of such

growth might be the acquisition of pultiple negating devices

o <o 15
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vhich axc theh used in fres variation. e do notice, however,
different strategies of acquisition among our learners. To use
Evelyn Hateh's termc, A seems to be a "data gathercr" who adds
ﬁegativo deviccé to his rercrtoire and then uses them inter-
changebl . J seems to be a "data organizer" whose acquisition
of negative appears to be mcre defined end seems to develop with
less clutter. Thus<to say that the learner language is systema-

-

tic ray mean that it evidcnces recognizable strategies. In any

case, before more can be said about vhether or not cur subjects'
negatives are systematic w2 must have a better definition of

'system' as it applies to the 'learners' speech. Although we

do observe development in 4 end J's negalives (i}e. they- do
acquire new negating devices over. time), the fact that we cennot
yet make claims about the ojsuenﬁflclty cf their negative pro-
ductions prevonts us irom specking to the issue of whether the

nﬂgatlve uttersnces represent a developmental systerm.

c . SUAuRY

We have examined three hypotﬁeses (interferencc, 1Ll = L2, -
’ and inferlanguage) in relation to the copula and negative utter-
ances proauced by three of our subjects during the first three
months of the study. — 7 ., - o

A. In the copula construction, utterances such as "Is a

book" prdbably represent interlingual identifications of the

English it's énd the ‘Spanish es. They do not appear to be pro-

duced by interference from the Spanish syntactic device of subject

<

. omission.
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B. The acquisition sequencec of the Englich negative by
our subjects does not correspond to thé 'steges' described by
Klina iﬁd Bellv;i for children acquiring English as a native
1§nguag . This result tends to discénfirm a strong vérsion of
the 12 = L1 hjpothesis which would claim that the acquisition
oréer in both the first and éecond language should be the same.

C. Ve are unable to say whether the acquisition of nega-
" tive by our subjects is systematic and developmental because
these concepts are not clearly'definéd in'any versions of the
interlanguage hypothesis. It is incumbent upon researchers in
thig field to evélve a workable definition of these concepts.

D. We did notice that two of our subjecta evidenced dif-

ferent.strategies in acquiring the negative. One appearcd to

gradually collect various negating devices and to use them in

free variation. The other used fewer negating devices in a more

—\defined pattern.

CONCLUSION
At the 1974QTESOL workshop'on Second Language Acquisition,

Dvelyn Hatch pointed out the need to consicer alternate explana-

,tiont for phenomena .observed in second lahfuage acquisitior data.

£

——¥Wefeel that one way to meet this need is to analyze the datg

4
in terms of variouu hypotheses that have been gqnerated about

the nature of the second lﬁngqgge learning process. This approaq%
will help to indicate the strengths and weaknesses in the theo-~
retical formulations that underlie second longuage aCGuisition

~

regsearch and thus insure that our work moves in productive

directions. : : -
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